












 
 

CHAPTER 1 
BACKGROUND 

This report provides information on the Fiscal Health Analysis 
of the State’s school districts performed by the Local 
Government Division of the Office of the State Auditor (OSA). 
This is the 8th year that the OSA has prepared a Fiscal Health 
Analysis report of school districts. The Fiscal Health Analysis 
provides a set of financial indicators for each school district that 
may be used by the Colorado Department of Education 
(Department), school districts, local government officials, and 
citizens, to evaluate the financial health of Colorado’s school 
districts. These financial indicators may require examination and 
remedial action by the appropriate parties. This report provides 
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6 an analysis of the Fiscal Years Ending June 30, 2013; 2014; and 2015. 
 
In Colorado, 178 school districts provide public education to more 
than 889,000 children enrolled in kindergarten through 12th grade 
(K-12). Funding for each school district’s total program is provided 
first by local sources of revenue, primarily through a property tax levy 
to finance the district’s local share. In limited cases across the state, 
the property tax resources may fully fund the district’s total program. 
For most school districts, the General Assembly appropriates 
additional funding to supplement local revenue in order to fund the 
district’s program. This funding is based on a formula under the 
Colorado Public School Finance Act that considers, in part, the school 
district’s annual pupil count, as well as the district’s local share of 
revenue.  
 
In 2010, the General Assembly passed House Bill 10-1369 which 
required, beginning in Fiscal Year 2011, a reduction in the amount of 
the annual appropriation to fund the State’s share of total program 
funding to school districts. This calculation is applied after the total 
program funding is calculated and is referred to as the “Negative 
Factor.” The Negative Factor was intended to reduce funding to 
school districts in order to assist in balancing the State’s budget. 
Statutes also require the Department to request a supplemental 
appropriation that incorporates actual figures, including, but not 
limited to actual pupil enrollment, assessed valuations, and specific 
ownership tax revenue. Mid-year adjustments are then made in 
accordance with statutes. According to the Department, the Negative 
Factor resulted in reductions to State program funding of 
approximately $1 billion in Fiscal Years 2013 and 2014, respectively, 
and $880 million in Fiscal Year 2015.  
 
In Fiscal Year 2015, the General Assembly provided more than $3.7 
billion to school districts’ programs. The State share includes funding 
from the general fund and cash funds. EXHIBIT 1.1 below shows the 
State program funding based on final appropriated funds approved by 
the general assembly for each fiscal year over the last 3 years:  
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EXHIBIT 1.1. FISCAL HEALTH ANALYSIS 

STATE FUNDING FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT PROGRAMS  
(IN MILLIONS) 

FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDING JUNE 30, 

FISCAL 
YEAR STATE FUNDING 

CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

PERCENT 
CHANGE OVER 
PREVIOUS YEAR 

2013 $3,309.5 ($253.3) (7%) 
2014 $3,480.8 $171.3 5% 
2015 $3,782.5 $301.7 9% 

SOURCE: State of Colorado General Assembly Bill Digest for each annual legislative 
session.  

 

ROLES OF THE DEPARTMENT AND THE 
OSA 

The Department and the OSA’s Local Government Division (Division) 
serve different, yet complementary, roles in supporting school districts 
across Colorado. The Department is responsible for overseeing and 
monitoring districts, including their financial operations, while the 
Division is responsible for ensuring that local governments comply 
with the Local Government Audit Law (Audit Law), as described 
below.  

THE DEPARTMENT  

As the administrative arm of the Colorado State Board of Education, 
the Department is responsible for overseeing public K-12 education on 
a statewide basis. This responsibility includes supervising many 
aspects of school district administration and accreditation. 
Accreditation requires school districts to comply with many factors, 
such as ensuring that students meet state academic standards and are 
prepared for post-secondary and workforce success. 
 
Accreditation assesses the quality of education and learning in public 
schools and administration of school districts. Sections 22-11-206 and 
209, C.R.S., include a financial component that links the districts’ 
compliance with statutorily required budget and accounting policies to 
the Department’s accreditation assessment of Colorado school 
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6 districts. Accreditation also requires compliance with financial and 
audit requirements. Per Section 22-11-206, C.R.S., each school district 
must be accredited annually by the State Board of Education. The 
State Board enters into an accreditation contract with each district’s 
local board.  
 
The Department also considers the OSA Fiscal Health Analysis in the 
accreditation assessment. Failure to comply with accreditation 
requirements may result in removal of accreditation and 
reorganization of the district. There are currently no districts in 
violation of the financial component of the accreditation contract. For 
more information on accreditation, see the Department’s website at: 
http://www.cde.state.co.us/cdefinance/Accreditation.htm. 

THE OSA’S LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
DIVISION 

The OSA’s Local Government Division ensures that Colorado’s local 
governments, including school districts, provide current financial 
reports, as required by the Audit Law (Section 29-1-601, et seq., 
C.R.S.). The Audit Law requires most local governments to contract 
with independent certified public accountants for annual audits of 
their financial statements.  
 
School districts are required to complete their financial statement 
audits within 5 months following the end of their fiscal year of June 
30, and to submit their audit reports to the Division within 30 days of 
completion. If a school district cannot meet the deadline, it may file 
for an extension of up to 60 days. If a district does not submit its audit 
report by the statutory deadline, the Division has the authority to 
direct the county treasurer to prohibit the release of all property taxes 
collected on behalf of the school district until a satisfactory audit is 
submitted.  
 
Once the school district submits its audit report, the Division reviews 
the report for deficiencies, contacts the auditor or the school district 
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for further information (if needed), and prepares a letter to the school 
district and its auditor if deficiencies are found. A deficiency may be 
related to noncompliance with statutory requirements or 
noncompliance with generally accepted accounting principles, such as 
the requirement that the audit report include both budgetary and 
actual information for certain funds. 

LEGISLATION 

Commencing July 1, 2010, House Bill 10-1036, known as the “Public 
School Financial Transparency Act” (Transparency Act), requires 
school districts to post financial information online such as the annual 
budget; annual audited financial statements; quarterly financial 
statements; salary schedules; accounts payable check registers; credit, 
debit, and purchase card statements; and investment performance 
reports or statements. All information must be posted within 60 days 
following completion of or receipt of the applicable report in a 
downloadable format to allow free public access. The Department 
monitors compliance with the Transparency Act through the financial 
accreditation process. 
 
House Bill 14-1292, which was passed during the 2014 legislative 
session, added additional requirements to, and modified existing 
requirements of, the Transparency Act. The additional requirements 
require the Department to report information online regarding all 
districts’ mill levy override revenues beginning with Fiscal Year 2015. 
Some of the requirements of this legislation do not come into effect 
until future years, for example, districts are to provide total district 
and school-site level expenditures on the districts’ individual websites 
beginning with Fiscal Year 2016 data.  
 
House Bill 15-1321, which was passed during the 2015 legislative 
session, and was effective at the end of Fiscal Year 2015, modified 
existing requirements of the Transparency Act. The modification 
specifically targets school districts determined by the Department to be 
small rural, based on specific criteria. If the Department determines a 
school district is small rural, the district is not required to report on its 



8 

FI
SC

A
L

 H
E

A
L

T
H

 A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F 
C

O
L

O
R

A
D

O
 S

C
H

O
O

L
 D

IS
T

R
IC

T
S 

– 
A

U
G

U
ST

 2
01

6 website expenditures at the school-site level, except for those school-
site level expenditures at a district charter school.  
 
Effective for Fiscal Year 2016, House Bill 15-1321 appropriated an 
additional $10 million to the Department to distribute to small rural 
school districts based on the geographic size of the district and the 
distance from the nearest large, urbanized area and that enrolls fewer 
than 1,000 students. In Fiscal Year 2016, the Department distributed 
funding ranging from $13,000 to $269,000 to 109 school districts.  
 
Finally, House Bill 14-1298, passed during the 2014 legislative session 
does not allow the Negative Factor to increase in Fiscal Year 2016 by 
keeping it steady at the Fiscal Year 2015 level.  

TEMPORARY CASH FLOW DEFICITS 

As part of the Tax Anticipation Note Act (Section 29-15-101, et. seq. 
C.R.S.), the State Treasurer is authorized to issue tax and revenue 
anticipation notes (TRANS) to provide interest-free loans to school 
districts to alleviate temporary cash flow deficits (Section 29-15-112, 
C.R.S.). TRANS are short-term notes payable from anticipated 
pledged revenue. Statutes [Section 22-54-110(1)(a)(II), C.R.S.], require 
school districts to repay the loans by the next June 25th following the 
date the loan was made. The TRANS issued by the State Treasurer for 
this purpose are known as the Education Loan Program Tax and 
Revenue Anticipation Notes (ELP).  
 
To participate in the ELP, school district management must obtain 
approval from its board of directors to submit an application to the 
State Treasurer. The district must demonstrate to the State Treasurer 
that a general fund cash deficit will exist, and that the district has the 
capacity to repay the loan by June 25th.  
  
EXHIBIT 1.2 shows Districts that participated in the program anytime 
during the last 3 years, with a note showing which districts have 
missed two or more benchmarks for Fiscal Year 2015 as noted in 
CHAPTER 2 of this report. 
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EXHIBIT 1.2. SCHOOL DISTRICTS THAT PARTICIPATED IN THE 
INTEREST FREE STUDENT LOAN PROGRAM (IN THOUSANDS) 

FOR THE THREE-YEAR PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30,  

SCHOOL DISTRICTS 2013 2014 2015 
PERCENT 
CHANGE 

FROM 2013 
AURORA (ADAMS-ARAPAHOE 28J) $1,731 $4,088 $2,646 53% 
BOULDER VALLEY RE 2 $96,261 $107,722 $107,890 12% 
BRIGGSDALE RE-10 - $710 $1,157 - 
BRUSH RE-2J - - $74 - 
CHERRY CREEK 5 $38,122 $41,244 $31,331 (18%) 
COLORADO SPRINGS 11 $17,429 $8,060 - - 
COMMERCE CITY 14 - $2,396 $1,940 - 
CRIPPLE CREEK-VICTOR RE-1 $1,527 $1,127 $410 (73%) 
CUSTER COUNTY C-1 $915 $512 $283 (69%) 
DENVER COUNTY 1 $105,961 $125,797 $163,600 54% 
DOLORES COUNTY RE NO. 21 - - $430 - 
DOUGLAS COUNTY RE 1 - - $10,000 - 
DURANGO 9-R - $1,300 $3,865 - 
EAGLE COUNTY RE 50 $8,665 $9,694 $10,182 18% 
ESTES PARK (PARK RE-3) $748 $1,143 $1,476 97% 
GILCREST (WELD RE-1) $2,704 $3,039 $4,389 62% 
GUNNISON WATERSHED RE1J $1,004 - - - 
HAYDEN RE-11 $1,381 $1,316 $1,621 17% 
KEENESBURG RE-3J - - $4,259 - 
LAKE COUNTY R-1 (LEADVILLE) - $1,807 $2,594 - 
MAPLETON (ADAMS 1) - - $1,296 - 
MONTEZUMA-CORTEZ RE-1 $3,064 $3,318 $3,921 28% 
PLATTE VALLEY RE-7 (WELD) $3,000 $2,950 $3,900 30% 
PUEBLO 70 - $8,386 $8,574 - 
SIERRA GRANDE R-30 $263 $745 $638 143% 
SOUTH ROUTT RE-3 $2,246 $1,754 $1,442 (36%) 
SUMMIT RE-1 - $1,366 - - 
WIGGINS RE-50J - - $900  
WINDSOR RE-4 $2,197 $751 $921 (58%) 
TOTAL LOANS $287,218  $329,225  $369,739  29% 
SOURCE: Colorado Department of Treasury (Unaudited). 
1 School districts with two missed benchmarks. 

 
EXHIBIT 1.3 shows the corresponding notes issued by the State 
Treasurer for the Fiscal Years ending June 30, 2013 through 2015.  

EXHIBIT 1.3. EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM NOTES  
ISSUED BY THE STATE TREASURER (IN THOUSANDS) 

 FISCAL YEARS ENDING JUNE 30, 2012 THROUGH 2015 
MONTH OF ISSUANCE 2013 2014 2015 

JULY $125,000 $130,000 $165,000 
JANUARY $160,000 $210,000 $245,000 
TOTAL NOTES $285,000 $340,000 $410,000 
SOURCE: Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Statewide Single Audit, Fiscal Years 2013-2015. 
Total Education Loan Program Notes issued are based on school district estimates and may differ from actual 
participation noted in EXHIBIT 1.2. All funds remain invested until loaned out.  





 
 

CHAPTER 2 
FINANCIAL RATIOS, 

INDICATORS & ANALYSIS 

The Division’s Fiscal Health Analysis is composed of a set of 
financial indicators by which to assess the financial health of 
Colorado school districts. The Division developed these fiscal 
health ratios by researching school district analyses conducted by 
other states, state agencies, and public accounting firms. These 
ratios, when tracked over time, offer trend information that can 
warn of potential financial deterioration in a particular school 
district, when compared with a standard benchmark. The Fiscal 
Health Analysis uses a 3-year period to evaluate trends.  
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6 The Fiscal Health Analysis focuses on the areas of highest risk for 
school districts. Accordingly, the analysis focuses primarily on each 
school district’s general fund, because this fund accounts for state 
funding and local property tax revenue received and expended for 
operations and discretionary items. The analysis also focuses on the 
school districts’ debt and includes any fund balance deficits. For the 
purpose of this analysis, we excluded proprietary funds, because 
school districts can usually address deficits in these funds through 
increases in charges.  
 
The Fiscal Health Analysis uses five ratios to assess school districts’ 
financial health. Following are general descriptions of the five ratios, 
together with the associated benchmarks that are indicators of 
potential financial stress when evaluated over a 3-year period. 
APPENDIX A contains further information on each ratio, benchmarks, 
and financial indicators. 

RATIO 1: ASSET SUFFICIENCY RATIO 
(ASR) 

What will this ratio tell me? 

 
This ratio shows how much coverage a school district’s general fund 
total assets has over its total liabilities and provides a good indication 
as to whether the school district has the ability to pay its bills in the 
short term. 
 
What will a trend in this ratio tell me? 

 
An ASR that is trending downward indicates that a school district has 
decreasing assets, increasing liabilities, or both. This could be due to a 
timing issue, meaning the school district has incurred more liabilities 
at the end of the financial period, resulting in increased liabilities as of 
the balance sheet date. Alternatively, it could mean that the school 
district has paid off more liabilities at the end of the year, decreasing 
its assets as of the balance sheet date.  
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Where do I find the information? 

 
The information for this ratio comes from the general fund in the 
governmental funds balance sheet. If the school district has deferred 
outflows, they should be included with the total assets. If the school 
district has deferred inflows, they should be included with the total 
liabilities. 

How do I calculate the ratio? 

 
To calculate this ratio, divide the general fund total assets and deferred 
outflows by the general fund total liabilities and deferred inflows. 
 

 
What is the benchmark? 

 
The numeric benchmark for this ratio is 1.0. When a school district 
has an ASR of 1.0, it means that it has exactly enough total assets to 
cover its total liabilities. An ASR of less than 1.0 means that the school 
district’s liabilities exceed its assets. 
 

 
 
This ratio has two different criteria. First, the ratio should not 
consistently decrease over time and go below 1.0. Second, it should not 
consistently remain below 1.0. A decreasing ratio may mean a school 
district could be facing liquidity problems.  
 
For analysis purposes, a school district is below the benchmark when 

ASR FORMULA 
GENERAL FUND TOTAL ASSETS + DEFERRED OUTFLOWS 

—————————————————————————  
GENERAL FUND TOTAL LIABILITIES + DEFERRED INFLOWS 

FINANCIAL INDICATOR CRITERIA 
CONTINUOUS DECLINE IN ASR FROM YEAR ONE TO YEAR THREE,  

WITH YEAR THREE LESS THAN 1.0 
—OR— 

ASR LESS THAN 1.0 ALL 3 YEARS 
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What will a trend in this ratio tell me? 

 
If the DBR shrinks every year, it might be a sign that the school 
district’s debt payment is becoming more burdensome, and concerning. 
This ratio can also provide other insights into how a school district is 
paying off its debt. In general, if a school district pays its debt service 
with revenues outside the general fund revenue in one year, and then 
uses general funds the next year, the DBR will fluctuate significantly. 
This becomes important if a school district has been paying its debt 
service with other revenue, not reported in the general fund, and then 
it begins to use general fund revenue. This could be a sign that the 
revenue stream the school district intended to use to pay off its debt 
might not be sufficient.  
 
Where do I find the information? 

 
To find the total governmental revenue of funds paying debt service, 
total all the revenue from any governmental fund with debt service 
expenditures. Then, examine transfers into any funds paying debt 
service, and add the revenue from the fund that is the source of the 
transfer into that fund. Total governmental debt payments are the sum 
of all debt service payments reported in all governmental funds. 
Additionally, this information could be located in a few different 
places within the audit report. Aside from the statement of revenues, 
expenditures, and changes in fund balance, the information could be in 
the long-term debt disclosure or in a related schedule of long-term 
debt. Sometimes it is necessary to dig deeper into the financial 
statements by examining the combining statements to determine 
specifically which non-major fund made debt service payments or 
transferred money into a fund that actually paid the debt service.  
 
How do I calculate the ratio? 

 
To calculate this ratio, divide the total governmental revenue of funds 
that pay debt service by the total governmental fund debt service 
payments, including principal and interest.  
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What is the benchmark? 

 
A DBR of 1.0 would indicate that annual debt service expenditures 
equals the annual revenue of the fund supporting the debt. 
 

 
 
This ratio has two different criteria. First, the ratio should remain 
constant or increase over the three-year period without going below 
1.0. Second, it should not consistently remain below 1.0. A school 
district with a DBR of 1.0 has just enough revenue in its funds with 
debt service payments to pay those debt service expenditures. A DBR 
of less than 1.0 means that a school district does not have enough 
revenue in its funds paying debt service to cover those debt service 
expenditures and it must use fund balance to make up the difference. 
 
In our analysis, a school district is below the benchmark when it has a 
consistently decreasing DBR with the most recent year’s ratio less than 
1.0 or all 3 years less than 1.0. 
 

 

DBR FORMULA 
TOTAL GOVERNMENTAL REVENUE OF FUND(S) PAYING DEBT 

—————————————————————————  
TOTAL GOVERNMENTAL DEBT PAYMENTS 

FINANCIAL INDICATOR CRITERIA 
CONTINUOUS DECLINE IN DBR FROM YEAR ONE TO YEAR THREE,  

WITH YEAR THREE LESS THAN 1.0 
—OR— 

DBR LESS THAN 1.0 ALL 3 YEARS 

EXAMPLE TREND DATA 
RATIO YEAR ONE: 2.13 
RATIO YEAR TWO: 1.04 

RATIO YEAR THREE: 0.89 
— 

BELOW BENCHMARK? YES 
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6 and public entities use for analysis. The OMR looks at revenues and 
expenditures in the general fund. The ratio indicates the amount added 
to the school district’s reserves for every $1 generated in revenue.  
 
In general, a school district that has sustainable operations will have 
more operating revenue than expenditures at any given time. There are 
numerous reasons why a school district would have more expenditures 
than revenues for a given year, but if the school district continually has 
more expenditures than revenue, it might be financing its expenditures 
with long-term debt or fund balance, which is not a sustainable 
operational model.  
 
What will a trend in this ratio tell me? 

 
First, the OMR will tend to change consistently over time. It is possible 
that a school district will have a negative OMR one year if there are 
one time capital expenditures, and a positive OMR the next. However, 
if a school district has a consistently negative OMR, it could indicate 
structural problems in the school district’s operating decisions, or 
generally poor economic conditions. A consistent decrease in the 
OMR, or an OMR consistently less than zero, is not sustainable in the 
long term because eventually a school district will run out of fund 
balance to cover the difference. Consistent increases in this ratio could 
indicate that a school district has a generally improving economic 
environment, or that it has made operating decisions that have created 
more sustainable operations.  
 
Where do I find the information? 

 
The information for this ratio is located on the governmental funds 
statement of revenues, expenditures, and changes in fund balance. 
General fund total revenue is the total revenues for the general fund. 
General fund total expenditures (net of transfers) are the total 
expenditures for the fund, adding any transfers out and subtracting 
any transfers in.  
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TREND ANALYSIS 
The purpose of the Division’s trend analysis is to identify school 
districts whose ratios are below the benchmark over the 3-year period. 
The Division established this analysis as a baseline to see how school 
districts are performing financially over the 3-year period through the 
latest audited fiscal year, which, for this report, is the year ending June 
30, 2015. This analysis is conducted annually and examines the most 
current rolling 3-year period for which audited financial statements 
are available. The Department has stated that even though it receives 
and typically reviews information on a more detailed basis prior to the 
release of the Fiscal Health Analysis, the multiple-year view of a 
district’s fiscal health is valuable for the Department’s analysis. The 
Fiscal Health Analysis highlights districts that have missed the 
benchmark on two or more financial indicators, showing trends that 
might not have surfaced in the Department’s review of prior year 
financial data. 
 
The Fiscal Health Analysis has some limitations when identifying 
possible financial stress within a school district. First, the analysis does 
not highlight school districts that missed a benchmark for only one or 
two of the 3 years included in the review. The second limitation of the 
Fiscal Health Analysis is that it does not take into consideration any 
current budgetary actions the district has taken that may affect the 
school district’s financial condition. For example, if the district has 
significantly cut expenditures in Fiscal Year 2016, the changes would 
not appear until the actual results were reported at the end of the year 
in the 2016 audited financial statements. These financial statements 
will not be due to the Division until December 2016. Finally, since the 
analysis is based on historical data, it does not consider a school 
districts’ financial condition at the current point in time. 
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6 EVALUATION OF THE SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS 

Our Fiscal Health Analysis revealed that of the State’s 178 school 
districts, 36 missed the benchmark related to one or more financial 
ratios. Of these 36 school districts, 24 districts missed one benchmark, 
11 districts missed two benchmarks, and one district missed three 
benchmarks. The table shown below demonstrates the number of 
school districts with indicators based on the analysis of each of the 
five ratios for the 3-year period ending June 30: 

EXHIBIT 2.1. FISCAL HEALTH ANALYSIS 
NUMBER OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS MISSING FINANCIAL 

BENCHMARKS1 
FOR THE 3-YEAR PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30 

FISCAL HEALTH RATIO 2013 2014 2015 
Ratio 1: Asset Sufficiency Ratio 0 1 0 
Ratio 2: Debt Burden Ratio 14 14 5 
Ratio 3: Operating Reserve Ratio 0 1 0 
Ratio 4: Operating Margin Ratio 64 57 34 
Ratio 5: Change in Fund Balance Ratio 19 31 10 
Total Indicators 97 104 49 

TOTAL DISTRICTS WITH ONE OR 
MORE MISSED BENCHMARKS 76 70 36 

SOURCE: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local 
Government Division using data from audited financial statements submitted by school 
districts. 
1 Some districts had indicators in more than one category. 

 
EXHIBIT 2.1 shows that most of the benchmarks were missed in the 
Operating Margin and Change in Fund Balance Ratios for the current 
3-year period ending June 30, 2015. There were 34 districts that 
triggered the indicator for the Operating Margin Ratio, yet only 12 
districts are highlighted in our report because they also missed another 
benchmark. 
 
The occurrence of missing one or more of the fiscal health benchmarks 
may not mean that a school district is facing financial stress. 
Nonetheless, a missed benchmark should prompt further examination 
by the decision makers of the school district to determine what led to 
the occurrence. The more benchmarks a school district misses, the 
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more likely it is to be experiencing financial stress. Continued financial 
stress could cause a school district to reduce or eliminate programs 
and jobs and may affect the quality of education.  

SCHOOL DISTRICTS MISSING TWO OR 
MORE BENCHMARKS 

EXHIBIT 2.2 on the following pages shows the districts that missed the 
benchmark for two or more financial ratios in our current and two 
prior years’ Fiscal Health Analysis reports. Our prior year report 
issued in May 2015 identified 28 school districts that missed two or 
more financial benchmarks. Since that time, 18 school districts 
decreased their missed financial benchmarks from two or more to 
zero; five school districts decreased their missed financial benchmarks 
from two to one; and five school districts repeated missing two or 
more financial benchmarks and are part of our current year 
evaluation. In total, we identified 12 school districts that missed two 
or more financial benchmarks in this year’s analysis.  

EXHIBIT 2.2. FISCAL HEALTH ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS MISSING TWO OR MORE FINANCIAL BENCHMARKS 

FOR THE 3-YEAR PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 
COUNTY DISTRICT 2013 2014 2015 

Adams/Arapahoe Strasburg 31J School District 2 0 1▲ 
Adams Westminster 50 School District 1 3 0 
Alamosa/Conejos Alamosa RE-11J School District 1 3 0 
Arapahoe/Adams Byers 32J School District* 1 2 2 
Arapahoe Englewood 1 School District* 0 3 2 
Baca Campo RE-6 School District 2 1 1 
Baca Pritchett RE-3 School District 1 2 0 
Baca Springfield RE-4 School District 1 2 1 
Conejos/Alamosa North Conejos RE-1J School District 1 2 0 
Conejos South Conejos RE-10 School District 0 2 1 
Costilla Sierra Grande R-30 School District 0 2 0 
Crowley Crowley County RE1-J 1 1 2▲ 
Dolores Dolores County RE No. 2 0 0 2▲ 
El Paso Calhan RJ-1 1 1 2▲ 
El Paso Hanover 28 School District 1 2 1 
El Paso Manitou Springs 14 School District 1 2 0 
El Paso Widefield 3 School District 0 2 0 
Elbert Agate 300 School District 2 0 0 
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6 EXHIBIT 2.2. FISCAL HEALTH ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS MISSING TWO OR MORE FINANCIAL BENCHMARKS 

FOR THE 3-YEAR PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 
COUNTY DISTRICT 2013 2014 2015 

Elbert Big Sandy 100J School District 2 2 0 
Elbert Elizabeth C-1 School District 2 0 0 
Elbert Kiowa C-2 0 0 2▲ 
Grand East Grand 2 School District 1 2 0 
Kit Carson Arriba-Flagler C-20 School District 2 0 0 
Kit Carson Bethune R-5 School District 2 1 0 
Kit Carson Hi-Plains R-23 0 0 2▲ 
La Plata/Archuleta Bayfield 10 JT-R 0 1 2▲ 
La Plata Durango 9-R School District 1 2 1 
Lincoln Karval RE-23 School District 2 2 1 
Logan Frenchman RE-3 School District 1 2 0 
Logan Valley RE-1 School District 2 1 1 
Mineral Creede School District 1 2 0 
Moffat Moffat County RE1 School District 1 2 0 
Morgan Brush RE-2(J) School District 1 2 0 
Morgan Weldon Valley RE-20(J) School District 2 0 0 
Otero East Otero R-1 School District 1 2 0 
Ouray Ridgway R-2 School District 0 2 0 
Phillips Holyoke RE-1J School District 2 1 0 
Prowers Lamar RE-2 School District 2 1 1 
Pueblo Pueblo County Rural 70 School District 2 4 0 
Rio Grande Monte Vista C-8 School District 2 1 0 
Routt Hayden RE-1 School District* 1 2 2 
San Juan Silverton 1 School District* 3 3 3 
Washington Akron R-1 School District 2 0 0 
Washington Arickaree R-2 School District 2 2 0 
Washington Lone Star 101 School District 2 1 0 
Weld/Adams Keenesburg RE-3J School District 1 2 0 
Weld Pawnee RE-12 School District* 0 2 2 
Weld/Broomfield Weld County RE-8 0 1 2▲ 
Yuma/Kit Carson Liberty J-4 School District 2 1 0 
Yuma Wray RD-2 School District 2 1 0 
NUMBER OF DISTRICTS WITH TWO OR MORE RATIOS 
BELOW THE BENCHMARK 

20 28 12 

SOURCE: Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division Fiscal Health of Colorado School 
District reports 2014-2016. 
*Districts missing two or more benchmarks identified in multiple report years. See current year and prior years’ 
Appendix B for more information. 
▲ Indicates an increase from 2014 to 2015. 
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6 that they are rectifying the problems in similar ways. Most of the 
school districts have had to make cuts to their annual budgets through 
a combination of eliminating jobs and cutting back educational 
programs. Some school districts are also planning to continue to 
supplement their revenue by spending down their existing fund 
balances. Several districts mentioned that they have either passed a 
mill levy override recently or are planning to seek a mill levy override 
or bond issue in a future election. SEE APPENDIX B for further 
information regarding the districts’ explanations.  
 
Various economic conditions have adversely affected districts of all 
sizes and geographic areas across the state. Eight of the 12 school 
districts have pupil counts that are less than 1,000 students. The map 
in APPENDIX C shows the districts that have been identified with two 
or more missed benchmarks and where they are located within the 
State of Colorado. The map illustrates that these districts are located 
in metropolitan as well as rural areas.  

ANALYSIS OF PER FUNDED PUPIL 
REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES 

As noted, eight districts reported experiencing economic hardship due to 
decreasing state funding amounts. Analysis of this information, 
illustrated in Exhibit 2.3, reveals that general fund revenue per funded 
pupil has generally increased over the 3-year period for most of the 12 
districts highlighted in this section. However, in most cases expenditures 
per funded pupil have increased at a faster rate over the same period. 
Expenditures per funded pupil increasing at a faster rate than revenues 
per funded pupil can lead to the operating margin and fund balance 
issues noted at numerous districts earlier in this report. Because there is 
evidence of increasing revenue per funded pupil over time, districts may 
have less stress in addressing increasing per pupil expenditures than in 
prior years. However, given that per pupil expenditures continue to 
increase in many areas, districts may still be unable to effectively work 
toward financial improvement without waiting for State resources to 
possibly improve in the future. The chart in APPENDIX D shows the detail 
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per year of each district’s general fund revenue and expenditures per 
funded pupil. 

EXHIBIT 2.3. FISCAL HEALTH ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL 
DISTRICTS 

CHANGE IN TOTAL GENERAL FUND REVENUE AND 
EXPENDITURES PER FUNDED PUPIL 

FOR THE YEARS ENDING JUNE 30, 2013 THROUGH 2015 

COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

CHANGE IN 
TOTAL 

GENERAL 
FUND 

REVENUE PER 
PUPIL FROM 

FY2013-2015 

PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

TOTAL 
GENERAL 

FUND 
REVENUE 
PER PUPIL 

FROM 
FY2013-

2015 

CHANGE IN 
TOTAL 

GENERAL FUND 
EXPENDITURES 

PER PUPIL 
FROM FY2013-

2015 

PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

TOTAL 
GENERAL FUND 
EXPENDITURES 

PER PUPIL 
FROM FY 

2013-2015 

La Plata Bayfield 10 JT-R $626 7% $1,186 14% 
Arapahoe Byers 32J $(2,037) (22%) $(2,515) (25%) 
El Paso Calhan RJ-1 $1,158 15% $1,476 19% 
Crowley Crowley RE-1-J $579 7% $104 1% 
Dolores Dolores RE No. 2 $250 2% $1,407 13% 
Arapahoe Englewood 1 $995 11% $1,386 15% 
Routt Hayden RE-1 $791 6% $1,066 8% 
Kit Carson Hi-Plains R-23 $1,867 14% $3,125 24% 
Elbert Kiowa C-2 $(3,472) (25%) $(1,579) (13%) 
Weld Pawnee RE-12 $(243) (1%) $3,518 17% 
San Juan Silverton 1 $(1,379) (7%) $927 4% 
Weld Weld RE-8 $728 8% $1,113 13% 
SOURCE: Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government 
Division, using data from audited financial statements submitted by school districts. District 
student count figures were obtained from the Colorado Department of Education’s statewide 
funded pupil counts for Fiscal Years 2013 through 2015. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Financial trend analysis is an important tool because it can identify 
potential areas of concern for the Department, the school districts, and 
citizens. The analysis can be used to assist the Department and school 
district officials in their decision making to be able to take action 
when there is an indication of possible financial stress.  



34 

FI
SC

A
L

 H
E

A
L

T
H

 A
N

A
L

Y
SI

S 
O

F 
C

O
L

O
R

A
D

O
 S

C
H

O
O

L
 D

IS
T

R
IC

T
S 

– 
A

U
G

U
ST

 2
01

6 

COLORADO DEPARTMENT 
OF EDUCATION RESPONSE 
TO ANALYSIS  
The Division of School Finance and Operations of the Colorado 
Department of Education has two main functions in regard to school 
district financial activities: 1) to provide technical assistance to school 
districts regarding complex funding formulas and reporting 
requirements; and 2) to monitor compliance with budgeting, 
accounting, and reporting requirements related to school district 
financial accreditation. The Department provides training and 
technical assistance to districts on financial reporting, including 
individualized support when needed. Additionally, each district’s 
audited financial statements are annually reviewed by the Department 
for compliance, and a “Financial Accreditation Report” is collected 
from each school district for the purpose of assuring compliance with 
Articles 44 and 45 of the Colorado Revised Statutes. During this 
review process, the Department works closely with finance staff within 
the districts providing detailed guidance and support on a variety of 
financial reporting topics. If any areas of non-compliance are 
identified, the Department follows-up with the district to resolve the 
issue(s), requiring a corrective action plan to be provided by the 
district when appropriate. If the violations are significant, further 
action is taken by the Department with respect to the District’s 
accreditation contract. This review process, coupled with educational 
outreach, has worked well to ensure financial compliance 
prospectively and to remedy any compliance concerns or deficiencies 
in reporting quickly. Currently, there are no Districts on a corrective 
action plan.  
 
This year's Fiscal Health Analysis identified a significant decrease in 
the number of districts with missed benchmarks. This indicates that 
districts are proactively managing their finances and taking prudent 
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actions in response to their financial constraints. Districts continue to 
experience the effect of the Negative Factor that has been in place for 
the past several years. Districts are also experiencing increasing cost 
pressures, including increased maintenance and repair costs. Districts 
diligently work to continue to provide quality educational services 
despite this challenging fiscal environment. 
 
Trending data, such as the information included in this report, is a 
valuable tool which is utilized by districts and the Department. The 
Department will continue to work with the Office of the State Auditor 
to make meaningful comparisons of the financial data collected and 
reviewed, especially as that data is used to help districts facing 
financial challenges. 
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UNDERSTANDING THE FISCAL HEALTH RATIOS AND INDICATORS 
 
The following table provides a description of the ratios, calculations, and benchmarks: 
 

RATIO CALCULATIONS 

ASSET 

SUFFICIENCY 

RATIO (ASR) 

GENERAL FUND TOTAL ASSETS + DEFERRED OUTFLOWS 
—————————————————————————  

GENERAL FUND TOTAL LIABILITIES + DEFERRED INFLOWS 

DEBT BURDEN 

RATIO (DBR) 

TOTAL GOVERNMENTAL REVENUE OF FUND(S) PAYING DEBT 
—————————————————————————  

TOTAL GOVERNMENTAL DEBT PAYMENTS 

OPERATING 

RESERVE 

RATIO (ORR) 

FUND BALANCE OF THE GENERAL FUND 
—————————————————————————  

GENERAL FUND TOTAL EXPENDITURES (NET OF TRANSFERS) 

OPERATING 

MARGIN RATIO 

(OMR) 

GENERAL FUND TOTAL REVENUE – (GENERAL FUND TOTAL  
EXPENDITURES, NET OF TRANSFERS) 

—————————————————————————  
GENERAL FUND TOTAL REVENUE 

CHANGE IN 

FUND BALANCE 

RATIO (CFBR) 

CURRENT YEAR FUND BALANCE OF THE GENERAL FUND – PRIOR YEAR  
FUND BALANCE 

—————————————————————————  
PRIOR YEAR GENERAL FUND BALANCE 
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DESCRIPTION BENCHMARK FINANCIAL INDICATORS 

Indicates the coverage of 
general fund assets to 
general fund liabilities. 

An ASR of 1.0 would 
indicate that total assets 
equals total liabilities. 

CONTINUOUS DECLINE IN ASR FROM YEAR 

ONE TO YEAR THREE, 
WITH YEAR THREE LESS THAN 1.0 

—OR— 
ASR LESS THAN 1.0 ALL 3 YEARS 

Indicates the coverage of 
revenue of fund(s) paying 
debt service to the annual 
principal and interest 
payments, including 
leases. 

A DBR of 1.0 would 
indicate that debt service 
equals the annual 
revenue of the fund 
supporting the debt. 

CONTINUOUS DECLINE IN DBR FROM YEAR 

ONE TO YEAR THREE, 
WITH YEAR THREE LESS THAN 1.0 

—OR— 
DBR LESS THAN 1.0 ALL 3 YEARS 

Indicates the amount the 
general fund ending fund 
balance will cover of the 
current year general fund 
expenditures, including 
transfers. 

An ORR of 0.0192 
(1/52, or one week) 
equates to one week of 
reserves for current 
expenditures and 
transfers. 

CONTINUOUS DECLINE IN ORR FROM YEAR 

ONE TO YEAR THREE, 
WITH YEAR THREE LESS THAN 0.0192 

—OR— 
ORR LESS THAN 0.0192 ALL 3 YEARS 

Indicates the amount 
added to reserves for 
every $1 in total general 
fund gross revenue. 

An OMR of zero means 
that revenue equals 
expenditures. 

DECREASE IN OMR FROM YEAR ONE TO 

YEAR THREE, WITH YEAR THREE LESS THAN 

ZERO 
—OR— 

OMR LESS THAN ZERO IN ALL 3 YEARS 

Indicates the change in the 
fund balance of the 
general fund from one 
year to the next in 
relationship to the prior 
year fund balance. 

A CFBR of 0 would 
indicate that the fund 
balance had not changed 
from the prior year. 

DECREASE IN CFBR FROM YEAR ONE TO 

THREE, WITH YEAR THREE FUND BALANCE 

LESS THAN YEAR ONE BEGINNING FUND 

BALANCE 
—OR— 

CFBR LESS THAN ZERO FOR ALL 3 YEARS, 
WITH YEAR THREE GENERAL FUND 

BALANCE LESS THAN ZERO (I.E. A NEGATIVE 

GENERAL FUND BALANCE)  

























































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX C 





SCHOOL DISTRICTS WITH TWO OR MORE MISSED BENCHMARKS 

C-1 
 

 

2 Missed Benchmarks 

3 Missed Benchmarks 

 

LEGEND: 

SOURCE:  
Office of the State Auditor’s 
analysis, Local Government 
Division using data obtained 
from the Colorado 
Department of Education. 
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FISCAL HEALTH ANALYSIS OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS MISSING TWO OR MORE FINANCIAL BENCHMARKS 

GENERAL FUND TOTAL REVENUE AND EXPENDITURES PER FUNDED PUPIL 
FOR THE YEARS ENDING JUNE 30, 2013 THROUGH 2015 

 
FISCAL 
YEAR 

CDE 
FUNDED 

PUPIL 
COUNT 

GENERAL FUND 
TOTAL 

REVENUE 

REVENUE PER 
FUNDED 

PUPIL 

CHANGE IN 
REVENUE PER 
PUPIL FROM 

FY2013-2015 

PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 
REVENUE 
PER PUPIL 

FROM 
FY2013-

2015 

GENERAL 
FUND 

EXPENDITURES 
NET OF 

TRANSFERS 

EXPENDITURES 
PER FUNDED 

PUPIL 

CHANGE IN 
EXPENDITURES 

PER PUPIL 
FROM 

FY2013-2015 

PERCENT 
CHANGE IN 

EXPENDITURES 
PER PUPIL 
FROM FY 

2013-2015 

BAYFIELD 10 JT-R SCHOOL DISTRICT (LA PLATA/ARCHULETA) 

 2013    1,325.4   $      11,650,954   $           8,791  $ 
 

$ 11,229,449       $   8,473  $           $ 

 2014 1,315.3          12,229,902               9,298  
  

11,981,206    9,109  
    2015 1,299.6          12,237,519               9,416  626  7% 12,552,297         9,659      1,186  14% 

BYERS 32J SCHOOL DISTRICT (ARAPAHOE/ADAMS) 
 2013 518.5 4,777,860 9,215   5,170,788 9,973   
 2014 578.8 5,066,573 8,754   5,786,048 9,997   
 2015 2,058.1 14,773,595 7,178 (2,037) -22% 15,348,423 7,458  (2,515) -25% 
CALHAN RJ-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT (EL PASO) 
 2013 509.7 4,051,596 7,949   3,983,166 7,815   
 2014 495.9 4,152,193 8,373   4,206,480 8,483   
 2015 479.0 4,362,278 9,107 1,158 15% 4,450,199 9,291 1,476 19% 
CROWLEY COUNTY RE-1-J SCHOOL DISTRICT (CROWLEY) 
 2013 475.4 3,902,411 8,209   4,427,157 9,312   
 2014 470.1 3,998,838 8,506   4,129,957 8,785   
 2015 470.2 4,132,069 8,788 579 7% 4,427,745 9,417        104 1% 
DOLORES COUNTY RE NO. 2 SCHOOL DISTRICT (DOLORES) 
 2013 266.2 2,931,975 11,014   2,921,227 10,974   
 2014 268.1 3,026,793 11,290   3,178,780 11,857   
 2015 266.3 2,999,620 11,264 250 2% 3,297,003 12,381    1,407 13% 
ENGLEWOOD 1 SCHOOL DISTRICT  (ARAPAHOE) 
 2013 2,839.9 26,177,151 9,218   26,544,093 9,347   
 2014 2,747.5 26,278,431 9,564   28,554,843 10,393   
 2015 2,744.0 28,023,865 10,213 995 11% 29,451,549 10,733    1,386 15% 
HAYDEN RE-1 SCHOOL DISTRICT  (ROUTT) 
 2013 382.5 5,014,025 13,109   5,171,490 13,520   
 2014 372.7 5,068,239 13,599   5,368,833 14,405   
 2015 379.2 5,270,679 13,899 791 6% 5,531,182 14,586    1,066 8% 
HI-PLAINS R-23 SCHOOL DISTRICT (KIT CARSON) 
 2013 123.7 1,678,455 13,569   1,626,375 13,148   
 2014 116.1 1,664,092 14,333   1,674,228 14,421   
 2015 111.7 1,724,214 15,436 1,867 14% 1,817,683 16,273    3,125 24% 
KIOWA C-2 SCHOOL DISTRICT (ELBERT) 
 2013 354.3 4,835,573 13,648   4,449,197 12,558   
 2014 339.8 3,232,486 9,513   3,382,700 9,955   
 2015 322.1 3,277,699 10,176 (3472) -25% 3,536,268 10,979  (1,579) -13% 
PAWNEE RE-12 SCHOOL DISTRICT (WELD) 
 2013 87.5 1,685,722 19,265   1,761,431 20,131   
 2014 83.6 1,901,971 22,751   2,056,461 24,599   
 2015 80.4 1,529,391 19,022 (243) -1% 1,901,369 23,649    3,518 17% 
SILVERTON 1 SCHOOL DISTRICT (SAN JUAN) 
 2013 64.5 1,352,034 20,962   1,432,185 22,204   
 2014 65.8 1,298,512 19,734   1,421,613 21,605   
 2015 65.7 1,286,561 19,582 (1,379) -7% 1,519,755 23,132        927 4% 
WELD COUNTY RE-8 SCHOOL DISTRICT (WELD/BROOMFIELD) 
 2013 2,246.0 19,348,582 8,615   19,334,278 8,608   
 2014 2,246.6 20,181,996 8,983   20,519,337 9,134   
 2015 2,236.8 20,897,505 9,343 728 8% 21,744,665 9,721    1,113 13% 
SOURCE:  Analysis performed by the Colorado Office of the State Auditor, Local Government Division, using data from audited 
financial statements submitted by school districts. District student count figures were obtained from the Colorado Department of 
Education’s statewide funded pupil counts for Fiscal Years 2013 through 2015. 
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TERMS 
 
BEST Act 

Building Excellent Schools Today Act, Section 22-43.7-102, et seq., C.R.S. 

 
Department 

Colorado Department of Education. 
 
 

ABBREVIATIONS  

 
 

CDE 

Colorado Department of Education. 
 
K-12 

Kindergarten through twelfth grade. 
 

CSI 

Charter School Institute. 
 

OSA 

Office of the State Auditor. 
 

QZAB 

U.S. Department of Education “Qualified Zone Academy Bonds”. 
 

TABOR 

Taxpayer’s Bill of Rights, Article X, Section 20 of the Colorado Constitution. 
 

ASR 

Asset Sufficiency Ratio. 
 

DBR 

Debt Burden Ratio. 
ORR 

Operating Reserve Ratio. 
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OMR 

Operating Margin Ratio. 
 

CFBR 

Change in Fund Balance Ratio. 
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